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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is responsive to communications: Appeal Brief filed 3/16/2005. 

2. Claims 1-36 are pending. Claims 1, 9, 16, 20, 28, 35 and 36 are independent claims. 

3. Prosecution has been re-opened for this case and this action has been made Non-Final. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

4. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

5. Claim 1, 9, 16, 20, 28, 35 and 36 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the enablement requirement The claim(s) contains subject matter, 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art 
to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the 
invention. 

In regard to independent claims 1, 9, 16, 20, 28, 35 and 36, A document cannot retain 
its original and physical spatial characteristics after content has been made invisible, because any 
modifications to the document would change the physical and spatial characteristics 

6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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7. Claims 1, 9, 16, 20, 28, 35 and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indeflnite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

In regard to independent claims 1, 9, 16, 20, 28, 35 and 36, making a document 
invisible without degrading readability and increasing the rate at which a user reads the 
document is subjective, because different users read different words at different speeds. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Offlce action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 1-15 and 20-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Humes U.S. Patent No. 5,996,011 filed 3/25/1997 issued 11/30/1999, in view of Walker 
et al (herein after Walker) U.S. Patent 6,286,001 Bl filed 2/24/1999. 

In regard to independent claim 1, Humes teaches a method in a data processing system 
(Humes Abstract Lines 1-3 i.e. system and method for restricting access to data received by a 
computer) for modifying original content of for a document (Humes Col 5 Line 26), the 
method comprising: receiving a request for modified content (Humes Abstract Line 3 i.e. data 
received)(Humes Col 5 Line 26); and in response to each receipt of the request, modifying said 
original content using a set of rules by making selected content in said document invisible 
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without degrading readability of said documents (Humes Abstract Line 3 i.e. data received) 
(Humes Col 5 Line 26)(Humes Col 5 Line 26 i.e. certain rules are met); selected content in the 
document is being made invisible to increase a speed at which a user can read the document; 
(Humes Col 6 Line 37 i.e. filtered text) 

Humes does not specifically mention said document retaining its original physical and 
spatial characteristics after said content is modified, and displaying said document having said 
original physical and spatial characteristics. However, Walker mentions a document having its 
original characteristics (Walker Col 3 Lines 15-21). It v^ould have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to apply Walker to Humes, providing 
Humes the benefit of displaying the document with its original characteristics to fit the users 
original display screen. 

In regard to dependent claim 2, Humes teaches wherein the document is a web page. 
(Humes Abstract Line 6) 

In regard to dependent claim 3, Humes teaches wherein the document is a hypertext 
markup language document. (Humes Col 7 Line 7) 

In regard to dependent claim 4, Humes teaches wherein the receiving step (Humes 
Abstract Line 3 i.e. data received) and the modifying step performed in a server data processing 
system. (Humes Col 4 Line 47 and Col 5 Lines 25-30) 

In regard to dependent claim 5, Humes teaches wherein the receiving step (Humes 
Abstract Line 3 i.e. data received) and the modifying step performed in a client data processing 
system. (Humes Col 4 Line 49 and Col 5 Lines 25-30) 
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In regard to dependent claim 6, Humes teaches wherein the set of rules (Humes Col 5 
Line 26 i.e. certain rules are met) includes rules make words invisible. (Humes Col 6 Line 37 i.e. 
filtered text) 

In regard to dependent claim 7, Humes teaches wherein the set of rules (Humes Col 5 
Line 26 i.e. certain rules are met) includes rules to retain words, (Humes Col 7 Line 31) 

In regard to dependent claim 8, Humes teaches wherein the set of rules (Humes Col 5 
Line 26 i.e. certain rules are met) includes rules to replace words, (Humes Col 7 Line 49) 

In regard to independent claim 9, Humes teaches a method in a data processing system 
(Humes Abstract Lines 1-3) for altering original content for a web page (Hxmies Col 5 Line 26) 
containing a set of words (Humes Col 3 Line 8 i.e. words), the method comprising: receiving a 
request (Humes Abstract Line 3 i.e. data received) to alter the original content of said web page 
(Humes Col 5 Line 26); in response to each receipt of said request, altering said original 
content by reducing the set of words (Humes Col 6 Line 37 i.e. filtered text) in the web page 
(Humes Col 5 Line 26) to generate a modified content of said web page by making some of said 
set of words invisible without degrading readability of said web page (Humes Col 5 Line 26), 
wherein the set of words (Humes Col 3 Line 8 i.e. words) is reduced by making said some of said 
set of words invisible (Humes Col 6 Line 37 i.e. filtered text) using a set of rules (Humes Col 5 
Line 26 i.e. certain rules are met), and wherein the set of words in the modified web page 
(Humes Col 5 Line 26) retains key words (Humes Col 5 Line 45 i.e. target word) allowing 
identification of the content of the web page, 

Humes does not specifically mention said document retaining its original physical and 
spatial characteristics after said content is modified, and displaying said document having said 
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original physical and spatial characteristics. However, Walker mentions a document having its 
original characteristics (Walker Col 3 Lines 15-21). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to apply Walker to Humes, providing 
Humes the benefit of displaying the document with its original characteristics to fit the users 
original display screen. 

In regard to dependent claims 10, 22 and 29, Claims 10, 22 and 29 reflect the same 
subject matter claimed in claim 3 and is rejected along the same rationale. 

In regard to dependent claim 11, Humes teaches wherein the receiving step (Humes 
Abstract Line 3 i.e. data received) and the altering step (Humes Col 6 Line 37 i.e. filtered text) 
are performed in a server data processing system. (Humes Col 4 Line 47) 

In regard to dependent claim 12, Humes teaches wherein the receiving step (Humes 
Abstract Line 3 i.e. data received) and the altering step (Humes Col 6 Line 37 i.e. filtered text) 
are performed in a client data processing system. (Humes Col 4 Line 49) 

In regard to dependent claims 13, 25 and 32, Claims 13, 25 and 32 reflect the same 
subject matter claimed in claim 6 and is rejected along the same rationale. 

In regard to dependent claims 14, 26 and 33, Claims 14, 26 and 33 reflect the same 
subject matter claimed in claim 7 and is rejected along the same rationale. 

In regard to dependent claims 15, 27 and 34, Claims 15, 27 and 34 reflect the same 
subject matter claimed in claim 8 and is rejected along the same rationale. 

In regard to independent claim 20, Claim 20 reflects similar subject matter as claimed 
in claim 1 and is rejected along the same rationale. 



Application/Control Number: 09/652,365 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2178 

In regard to dependent claim 21, Claim 21 reflects the same subject matter claimed in 
claim 2 and is rejected along the same rationale. 

In regard to dependent claim 23, Humes teaches wherein the receiving means (Humes 
Abstract Line 3 i.e. data received) and the modifying means are located in a server data 
processing system. (Humes Col 4 Line 47) 

In regard to dependent claim 24, Humes teaches wherein the receiving means (Humes 
Abstract Line 3 i.e. data received) and the modifying means are located in a client data 
processing system. (Humes Col 4 Line 49) 

In regard to independent claim 28, Humes teaches receiving means for receiving a 
request to alter original content; in response to each receipt of said request, altering means for 
altering said original content by reducing the set of words in the web page to generate a 
modified web page by making some of the said set of words invisible without degrading 
readability of said web page; and (Humes Abstract Lines l-3)(Humes Col 5 Line 26)(Humes 
Abstract Line 3 i.e. data received)(Humes Col 6 Line 37 i.e. filtered text) after said original 
content in altered, wherein the set of word is reduced using s set of rules and wherein the set of 
words in the modified web page retained keywords allowing identification of the content of the 
web page (Humes Col 5 Line 26)(Humes Col 6 Line 37 i.e. filtered text)(Humes Col 5 Line 26 
i.e. certain rules are met)(Humes Col 5 Line 45 i.e. target word). 

Humes does not specifically mention said document retaining its original physical and 
spatial characteristics after said content is modified, and displaying said document having said 
original physical and spatial characteristics. However, Walker mentions a document having its 
original characteristics (Walker Col 3 Lines 15-21). It would have been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to apply Walker to Humes, providing 
Humes the benefit of displaying the document with its original characteristics to fit the users 
original display screen. 

In regard to dependent claim 30, Humes teaches wherein the receiving means (Humes 

Abstract Line 3 i.e. data received) and the altering means (Humes Col 6 Line 37 i.e. filtered text) 

are located in a server data processing system. (Humes Col 4 Line 47) 

In regard to dependent claim 31, Humes teaches wherein the receiving means (Humes 

Abstract Line 3 i.e. data received) and the altering means (Humes Col 6 Line 37 i.e. filtered text) 

are located in a client data processing system, (Humes Col 4 Line 49) 

In regard to independent claim 35, Humes teaches instructions for receiving a request 
for modified content; in response to each receipt of said request, instructions for modifying said 
original content, sing a set of rules, by making selected content in said document invisible 
without degrading readability of said document, to increase a speed at which a user can read 
the document (Humes Col 4 Line 52-53)(Humes Col 4 Line 49)(Humes Abstract Lines 1- 
3)(Humes Col 5 Line 26)(Humes Col 20 Line 23-37)(Humes Col 5 Line 26)(Humes Col 20 
Line 23-37)(Humes Col 5 Line 26 i.e. certain rules are met)(Humes Col 6 Line 37 i.e. filtered 
text) 

Humes does not specifically mention said document retaining its original physical and 
spatial characteristics after said content is modified, and displaying said document having said 
original physical and spatial characteristics. However, Walker mentions a document having its 
original characteristics (Walker Col 3 Lines 15-21). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to apply Walker to Humes, providing 
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Humes the benefit of displaying the document with its original characteristics to fit the users 
original display screen. 

In regard to independent claim 36, Humes teaches receiving means for receiving a 
request to alter original content; in response to each receipt of said request, altering means for 
altering said original content by reducing the set of words in the web page to generate a 
modified web page by making some of the said set of words invisible without degrading 
readability of said web page; and (Humes Abstract Lines l-3)(Humes Col 5 Line 26)(Humes 
Abstract Line 3 i.e. data received)(HiuTies Col 6 Line 37 i.e. filtered text) after said original 
content in altered, wherein the set of word is reduced using s set of rules and wherein the set of 
words in the modified web page retained keywords allowing identification of the content of the 
web page (Humes Col 5 Line 26)(Humes Col 6 Line 37 i.e. filtered text)(Humes Col 5 Line 26 
i.e. certain rules are met)(Humes Col 5 Line 45 i.e. target word). 

Humes does not specifically mention said document retaining its original physical and 
spatial characteristics after said content is modified, and displaying said document having said 
original physical and spatial characteristics. However, Walker mentions a document having its 
original characteristics (Walker Col 3 Lines 15-21). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to apply Walker to Humes, providing 
Humes the benefit of displaying the document with its original characteristics to fit the users 
original display screen. 
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10. Claims 16-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Humes 
U.S. Patent No. 5,996,011 filed 3/25/1997 issued 11/30/1999, in view of Berstis et aL (herein 
after Berstis) U.S. Patent No. 6,510,458 filed 7/15/1999 issued 1/21/2003. 

In regard to independent claim 16, Humes teaches a method in a data processing 
system (Humes Abstract Lines 1-3 i.e. system and method for restricting access to data received 
by a computer) and a set of instructions (Humes Col 5 Line 26 i.e. certain rules are met); 
receive a request (Humes Abstract Line 3 i.e. data received) to alter original content of a web 
page (Humes Col 5 Line 26) and reduce the set of words in the web page (Humes Col 6 Line 37 
i.e. filtered text) (Humes Col 5 Line 26), wherein the set of words is reduced (Humes Col 6 Line 
37 i.e. filtered text) using a set of rules (Humes Col 5 Line 26 i.e. certain rules are met), and 
wherein the set of word in the modified web page (Humes Col 5 Line 26) retains key words 
allowing identification of the content of the web j^age. (Humes Col 5 Line 45 i.e. target word) 

Humes does not specifically mention said document retaining its original physical and 
spatial characteristics after said content is modified, and displaying said document having said 
original physical and spatial characteristics. However, Walker mentions a document having its 
original characteristics (Walker Col 3 Lines 15-21). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to apply Walker to Humes, providing 
Humes the benefit of displaying the document with its original characteristics to fit the users 
original display screen. 

Humes does not specifically teach of a bus system. However, Berstis teaches a bus 
system (Berstis Col 4 Line 40 i.e. system bus); a communications adapter connected to the bus, 
(Berstis Col 4 Line 52-53) wherein the communications adapter provides for data transfer 
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(Berstis Col 6 Line II) to and from the data processing system; a memory (Berstis Col 4 Line 
40) connected to the bus system (Berstis Col 4 Line 52-53). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to apply Berstis to Humes, providing 
Humes the benefit of adding a bus system to will allow in the transfer of data to filter out certain 
content. 

In regard to independent claim 17, Berstis teaches wherein the bus system includes a 
primary bus and a secondary bus. (Berstis Figure 2) It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to apply Berstis to Humes, providing 
Humes the benefit of adding a bus system to will allow in the transfer of data to filter out certain 
content. 

In regard to dependent claim 18, Berstis teaches wherein the processing unit comprises 
one processor. (Berstis Col 4 Line 39) It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to apply Berstis to Humes, providing Humes the benefit of 
adding a bus system to will allow in the transfer of data to filter out certain content. 

In regard to dependent claim 19, Berstis teaches wherein the processing unit comprises 
a plurality) of processors. (Berstis Col 4 Line 37-38) It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to apply Berstis to Humes, providing 
Humes the benefit of adding a bus system to will allow in the transfer of data to filter out certain 
content. 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant argues Humes does not teach making selected content in said document 
invisible without degrading readability of said document. However, Humes teaches of words that 
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are filter out and removed from display to the user, which seems very similar to making a word 
invisible so the user cannot see the word. (Humes Col 6 Line 37 i.e. filtered text) 

Applicant argues Humes does not teach retaining the original physical and spatial 
characteristics of a document or web page after the content of that page has been modified. 
Applicants claim modifying the content of a requested document by making some of the content 
invisible. The document is then displayed having some of its content Tendered invisible, having 
the document's original physical and spatial characteristics. However, Walker mentions a 
document having its original characteristics (Walker Col 3 Lines 15-21). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to apply Walker to 
Humes, providing Humes the benefit of displaying the document with its original characteristics 
to fit the users original display screen. 

The rejections of 112 first and second paragraphs have been added as a document cannot 
retain its original and physical spatial characteristics after content has been made invisible, 
because any modifications to the document would change the physical and spatial characteristics 
and making a document invisible without degrading readability and increasing the rate at which a 
user reads the document is subjective, because different users read different words at different 
speeds. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Londria C Surge whose telephone number is (571) 272-4122. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30am to 5:00pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



LCB 

5/25/05 




CESAR PAUU 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



